
This is a digital copy of a book that was preserved for generations on library shelves before it was carefully scanned by Google as part of a project 
to make the world's books discoverable online. 

It has survived long enough for the copyright to expire and the book to enter the public domain. A public domain book is one that was never subject 
to copyright or whose legal copyright term has expired. Whether a book is in the public domain may vary country to country. Public domain books 
are our gateways to the past, representing a wealth of history, culture and knowledge that's often difficult to discover. 

Marks, notations and other marginalia present in the original volume will appear in this file - a reminder of this book's long journey from the 
publisher to a library and finally to you. 

Usage guidelines 

Google is proud to partner with libraries to digitize public domain materials and make them widely accessible. Public domain books belong to the 
public and we are merely their custodians. Nevertheless, this work is expensive, so in order to keep providing this resource, we have taken steps to 
prevent abuse by commercial parties, including placing technical restrictions on automated querying. 

We also ask that you: 

+ Make non-commercial use of the files We designed Google Book Search for use by individuals, and we request that you use these files for 
personal, non-commercial purposes. 

+ Refrain from automated querying Do not send automated queries of any sort to Google's system: If you are conducting research on machine 
translation, optical character recognition or other areas where access to a large amount of text is helpful, please contact us. We encourage the 
use of public domain materials for these purposes and may be able to help. 

+ Maintain attribution The Google "watermark" you see on each file is essential for informing people about this project and helping them find 
additional materials through Google Book Search. Please do not remove it. 

+ Keep it legal Whatever your use, remember that you are responsible for ensuring that what you are doing is legal. Do not assume that just 
because we believe a book is in the public domain for users in the United States, that the work is also in the public domain for users in other 
countries. Whether a book is still in copyright varies from country to country, and we can't offer guidance on whether any specific use of 
any specific book is allowed. Please do not assume that a book's appearance in Google Book Search means it can be used in any manner 
anywhere in the world. Copyright infringement liability can be quite severe. 

About Google Book Search 

Google's mission is to organize the world's information and to make it universally accessible and useful. Google Book Search helps readers 
discover the world's books while helping authors and publishers reach new audiences. You can search through the full text of this book on the web 



at |http : //books . google . com/ 



War Risk Insurance— Allowance Refund 






HEARINGS 



BEFORE THE 

COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIG' 

OF THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

SIXTY-FIFTH CONGRESS 

THIRD SESSION 
ON 

H. R. 18273 



A -y 




E 



UBRARtES 



hi:CEMBER 14, 1918 




WASHINGTON 

GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE 

1918 



Digitized by 



Google 






COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE. 

House of Representatives. 

THETUS W. SIMS, Tennessee, Chaimum, 



FRANK B. DORBMUS. Michigan. 
DAN V. STEPHENS. Nebraska. 
ALBEN W. BARKLBY, Kentucky. 
SAM RAYBURN, Texas. 
ANDREW J. MONTAGUE, Virginia. 
PERL D. DECKER, Missouri. 
CHARLES P. COADY, Maryland. 
ARTHUR G. DEW ALT, Pennsylvania. 
HARRY H. DALE, New York. 
JOHN S. SNOOK, Ohio. 
JARED Y. SANDERS, Louisiana. 

V. L. Almond^ Olerk. 



JOHN J. BSCH, Wisconsin. 
EDWARD L. HAMILTON, Michigan. 
RICHARD WAYNE PARKER, New Jersey. 
SAMUEL E. WINSLOW, Massachusetts. 
JAMES S. PARKER, New York. 
CHARLES H. DILLON, South Dakota. 
BURTON E. SWEET, Iowa. 
WALTER R. STINESS, Rhode Island. 
JOHN G. COOPER, Ohio. 



D. Of D. 
iUN T 1919 



Digitized by 



Google 



Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 

House op Eepresentatives, 
Saturday^ December H^ 1918. 
The committee met at 10 a. m., Hon Thetus W. Sims (chairman) 
presiding, there being under consideration H. R. 13273, a bilL intro- 
duced by Mr. Treadway, of Massachusetts. 

STATEMENT OP HON. ALIEN T. TREADWAY, REPRESENTATIVE 
FROM MASSACHUSETTS. 

Mr, Treadway. Gentlemen, I introduced this bill to correct another 
one of the flaws that, I think, has occurred in the administration of 
the War Risk Insurance. Section 210 of the War Risk Insurance act 
provides that : 

That upon receipt of any appUcation for family aUowance tl\e commissioner 
shall make all proper investigations and shall make an award, on the basis of 
which award the amount of the allotments to be made by the man shaU be cer- 
tified to the War Department or Navy Department, as may be proper. When- 
ever the commissioner shall have reason to believe that an allowance has been 
improperly made or that the conditions have changed, he shall investigate or 
reinvestigate and may modify the award. The amount of each monthly aUot- 
ment and allowance shall be determined according to the conditions then 
existing. 

Under that sentence there which provides for investigations and 
reinvestigations we find that there have been a great many changes 
made in the original awards. I realize that in all probability 
those original awards may have been made without the deepest of 
investigation; that is, they came into the department by thousands 
and the word of the soldier was probably the basis of the award. 
Then the bureau has what is called its field force. This field force 
sends out questionaires either to relatives or to people in the com- 
munity that know about the family of the men, and as a result of 
those questionnaires very much changes have been made. I think 
detailed information how this field force performs its work would be 
of interest, but I will not take up the subject now. The first form 
provided by the War Risk Bureau, I believe, has been modified in 
that there was an implication of deceit. I have one in my oflSce but I 
haven't it here with me, saying that misstatements had been made 
which directly affects the attitude and the feeling of the person 
receiving it. To think their boy was in the service and some decep- 
tion had been practiced on the Government was naturally very 
offensive to them. 

I had a number of letters, as, I suppose, other Membera did, finding 
fault and wondering why they considered any deception had been 
practiced. That form has been changed. But, nevertheless, I have 
in my hand a sample of the form used as late as November 2&, 
which speaks of the change being made in the award. I might say 
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4 WAB BISK IKSUEANCE — ^ALLOWAKCE BEFUND, 

in reference to those changes that, I suppose, the reason for the great- 
est part of the changes is a different construction of what may or 
may not be a dependency. 

In ow, you take in a country section, where a boy was either working 
in a store or on a farm, or something of that kind, and boarded at 
home, he paid, perhaps, to his mother a part of the expense of the 
maintenance of the household. He wasn't actually a boarder in the 
sense that she was taking boarders as a person would who was run- 
ning a boarding house. He may have contributed $30 per month, per- 
haps, out of his wages as part of the maintenance of the home. I 
infer that the department construes that as not being a dependency 
feature. Personally, I think that is an error. This boy's contribution 
wasn't board. It was part of the support of the family, and when he 
went away that much of the revenue for carrying on the household 
was removed, and therefore his parents, old, perhaps, were depend- 
ent in the amount he contributed. They didn't when he went away 
take anybody else as boarder at all. TThey realized the loss of the 
support. I think that has been in a very large measure the cause 
for the change in allowances. In other words, the man, in his appli- 
cation for family allowance, makes the statement that they were 
dependent on him for a certain amount, and they were ; and whether 
or not he staid at: home and got his lodging there, and perhaps his 
meals, to my mind was no factor at all, and I don't think was so in- 
tended on the part of the Congress when they enacted the law. 

Mr. EscH. Your idea, Mr. Treadway, is if the son paid the insur- 
ance on the home, or if he paid the water assessment, or if he paid the 
gas bill, or the doctor bills, all those things ought to be taken into 
consideration as contributions toward support? 

Mr. Treadway. I think so, sir. 

Mr. EscH. Although probably not technically. 

Mr. Treadway. Absolutely. The chances are if the mother wasn't 
a widow and the father was alive and working at a mill and earning 
a fair wage, or something of that kind, the mother wouldn't have 
suffered without this contributing part, l3ut you know, as we all do, 
that boys and girls help at home when they are still in the homestead, 
and whether or not it was in the form of seven or eight or ten dollars 
a week, as you say, that was a support or maintenance of the home. 

Mr. EscH. Have you any idea of the number of such cases that 
will be covered by your amendment? 

Mr. Treadway. No, sir. My correspondence, and I suppose all 
Congressmen's, indicates that the number must be very large indeed. 
I made a trip through my district last fall, and about every parent 
of a soldier I met I would ask them the question, " How much did 
John contribute ? " Well, perhaps, no stated sum. " He gave us 
money for the doctor," or, as you say, " for the insurance or other 
household needs."* I should say nine-tenths of the single men made 
some form of contribution to the family at home. 

Mr. Parker or New Jersey. When he was at home he had to pay 
board ? 

Mr. Treadway. Yes, sir. I referred to that a moment ago. But 
the fact he may have paid a stated sum did not establish the fact 
that he was actually paying board. That board was in lieu of as- 
sistance in the management of the household, and the family was 
dependent on him for that contribution. 
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WAR RISK INSURANCE — ^ALLOWANCE REFUND. 6 

Mr. Rayburn. Several cases like that came into my notice, not 
from my county — I don't know why — ^but there don't s.eem to be 
many cases commg from there at all. However, I had one member 
to have an instance like this: A father and his sons had a business — 
a fairly prosperous business. When his sons went into the Army they 
could not say that the father was dependent upon them, because they 
had a pretty good business, but when they went away the business 
went down, and the father couldn't handle it. A new condition 
arose then, of course. In other words, the man went but of business. 
He was an old man, and what he had laid aside wouldn't support 
himself and his wife. ^ In cases of that sort the bureau made a ruling 
that they would take care of cases of that kind ; that they would de- 
termine them upon the present status and not upon the status that 
the family had when the fellow went into this war. It seems to 
me that with the bureau taking that wide latitude of not allowing 
the soldier at any time, or the family, to prove a new status about 
their family condition would probably cover those cases if it was 
gone into. 

Mr. Treadway. I think that is a proper ruling, Mr. Rayburn. 

Mr. Rayburn. I say it appears to me that that would probably 
cover nearly all of the cases. There is a fellow — ^they have been 
trying to hold, you know, that a fellow had to contribute to the head 
of the family a stipulated amount for a set period before he went into 
the Army before they would give him the* family allowance, but 
they have held that even though he had not contributed before 
directly, that if the family became dependent after he went into the 
Army, if they would m^ke that proof, and if he would make an 
allotment of $15, the Government would add in the case of a parent 
$10 a month. I was just saying that it appears to me that with 
that kind of ruling from the department practically all the cases, 
even that kind you complain of, could be handled. But your propo- 
sition goes back to people who have been made these allotments and 
they have been discontinued. Yours does not apply to the con- 
ditions that exist at present, but these allotments that have been 
already allowed in the past. 

Mr. Treadway. Yes, sir. We got into that discussion by what 
might be called a construction of dependency. Now, if I may, I 
will refer directly to what will be applicable to the bill I have pre- 
sented. Here is a blank form sent out by the War Risk Bureau on 
the date of November 29, saying : 

You are advised award of $25, $15 aUotment and $10 aUowance, effective 
April 23, 1918, granted you on the appUcation of tlie above-enlisted man has 

been revised, giving you $15 per month allotment allowance, effective 

the same date. 

Checks totaling $137.67 have been sent you from April 23 to September 
30 on the original award. This resulted in an overpayment of $52.67 on Sep- 
tember 30. 

In other words, the bureau withdrew the allowance that had been 
awarded in April and then they make this method of settlement. 
They ask that the person receiving the allowance refund to the 
Government — in many cases it goes into a fairly large amount for 
moderately circumstanced people and, of course, the people have 
spent the money. The check comes and they say, " We are entitled 
to this," and that money has been spent. The bureau has asked for 
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6 WAR RISK INSURANCE — ^ALLOWANCE REFUND. 

a refund, and not securing it in cash, then has proceeded to take it 
out of the soldier's allotment. That is, the allotment is the man's 
own pay that he could collect and remit to his family, if he saw fit; 
but instead of that the bureau charges it back, and as this states here, 
"this resulted in an overpayment of the $52.67 after deducting 
amount of allotment due for October and November, which amount 
must be refunded by check," etc. 

That is the condition that I complain of, particularly as regards 
charging back the allotment, which I claim the War Risk Bm*eau or 
any of the departments have got nothing to do with whatever, but 
even if they didn't charge the allotment and tried to collect it through 
that form I claim that the Govermnent having once made the award 
ought not to try to change it and make collection of it months 
afterwards. 

Mr. Rayburn. In other words, your proposition is this, that there 
has been no fraud practiced upon the Gx)vernment, and that this is 
the Government's action after its own investigation, and the Gov- 
ernment should stand behind it? 

Mr. Treadway. Yes, sir. The excuse is that the allotments were 
made quickly, principally on testimony of the soldier and by these 
questionnaires or the examinations by the bureau and they should 
not have been paid the allowance. But as long as there was no 
fraud, and in"mx)st instances the department doesn't claim there was 
any fraud, the Government ought to stand it up to the time that the 
new allowance is made. If the Government finds that it should not 
be paid, say, from December 1, the family can make arrangements 
accordingly, but to charge back for six months is not treating the 
family right. 

Mr. Snook. Does that apply to compensation? 

Mr. Treadway. No ; I don't think it does. Entirely allotments and 
allowances. 

The Chairman. The bureau says allotments were made on state- 
ments of soldiers, on statements made to them before any investigation. 
Suppose there w^asn't any fraud — the soldier did not have any intent 
to defraud — ^but he does make an incorrect statement and the allot- 
ment shouldn't be as large as it was; do you hold that there should 
not be a change made in that case ? 

Mr. Treadw^ay. You mean the allowance? 

The Chairman. I refer to the allowance. This is where they have 
overpaid an allowance, due to incorrect or not a full statement made 
by the soldier. I don't mean with a fraudulent purpose or intent, 
and then afterwards it is found that if he had made a full statement 
or a correct statement the allowance would not have been as great 
AS it was. Now, do you hold that the Government should not be 
reimbursed by withholding future allowances ? 

Mr. Treadway. I think Gen. Lord covered that quite well in an 
answer to Mr. Winslow's question yesterday on Judge Saunders's 
bill by his statement that if a fair request could not be properly com- 
plied with by the family the Government should forget it. That is 
what Gen. Lord said yesterday. 

Mr. Rayburn. This is the situation: We charged the administra- 
tors of this law with investigating these things to see whether or not 
the facts were justified upon the statement. If the department went 
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ahead and took these statements as true and went on paying on them 
it is its act, and therefore it ought to stand behind them. 

Mr. Tkeadwat. Should stand behind what they decided was cor- 
rect at the time they made the allowance and should not ask for 
reimbursement dating back of the time they notified the people of 
the change. 

The Chairman. Upon the statement of the soldier they decided 
it was correct, assuming that the statements of the soldier were cor- 
rect; and if they ascertained afterwards that the statements of the 
soldier were not correct — ^not intentionally so, but not correct — ^would 
you hold in a case of that kind. 

Mr. Treadway. I think you will find, Mr. Chairman, that that 
would revolve around this question of dependency, very largely, of 
the soldier's board at home. Practically all of the cases that have 
come to my attention have been of that kind. 

Mr. Rayburn. That is all your bill covers. 

Mr. Treadway. That is all. My bill would accomplish this pur- 
pose: It would prevent readjustment and reexamination up to the 
time of notification by the department. In other words, no effort 
to readjust cases, say, back of December 1 and make claim such as 
this to which I have referred. 

The Chairman. In fact, your position is that whatever may be 
the cause of this overpayment they shall not ask for repayment, but 
that it shall be considered as res judicata? 

Mr. Treadway. Yes. 

The Chairman. The last portion of your bill doesn't seem to be 
clear : 

That whenever the commissioner shaU by further Investigation or reinves- 
tigation modify the existing award, no reimbursement from the person receiv- 
ing an allowance shall be required for allotments and allowances already paid, 
nor shall any deductions be made from allotments and allowances to be paid 
in the future for any change in award made in previous allotments and allow- 
ances. 

That would mean that although they have readjusted it and re- 
duced it they are not to take anything from what may thereafter 
become due. It seems from that letter you have there that they took 
the allotment from the soldier to reimburse the Government, having 
paid more than it holds it ought to have paid under his former 
applicatioyi? 

Mr. Treadway. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. I wanted to see if I understood that correctly. 

Mr. Treadway. I claim they should neither take direct allotment 
nor allowance for future payments to take care of wliat the Govern- 
ment claims was wrongly paid in the past. 

The Chairman. It is perfectly clear from wliat you say, that the 
soldier could stop making the allotment and send the money himself, 
but that would cause stoppage of the Government's allowance. 

Mr. Treadway. Yes, sir. But according to such circumstances as 
these, the allowance is stopped anyway, so the soldier is gaining noth- 
ing by having the money come through the War Risk Bureau or 
Quartermaster Department. 

The Chairman. I want to see what you think of this : "Wlien a state- 
ment is made that an allotment and allowance is made, whether the 
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change would go with the — ^that is, whether the change would not be 
applicable to the allowance ? 

Mr. Treadway. Oh, no; the change in the allowance is perfectly 
proper. Take this case: Suppose a man allots $15 and receives $10 
allowance. Now, if it is claimed that there has been a $50 over 
payment in the past on the allowance, I do Hot think that it is proper 
that out of the future allowance, say, dating from December 10, that 
it should be charged against the old account. In other words, the 
account should begin when the Government makes its new arrange- 
ment, because these have all been passed on by Government officials 
and it has been accepted by^ families that they were correct. For in- 
stance, let me read you this letter. It is just the judgment of the 
members whether or not the Government should hold to such strict 
bookkeeping account in the cases of soldiers as it would in ordinary 
Government expenses. It certainly should not in my opinion. 

Mr. Hamilton. Your bill proposes after section 210, this : 

Provided^ however ^ That whenever the commissioner shall» by further investi- 
gation or reinvestigation, modify the existing award no reimbursement from the 
person receiving an allowance shall be required for allotments and allowances 
already paid, nor shall any deductions be made from allotments and allowances 
to be paid in the future for any change in award made in previous allotments 
and allowances. 

Would you not cover all that you content for by omitting all on 
page 2 after the word " paid " on line 2 ? 

Mr. Treadway. You might cover it all, Mr. Hamilton, but there 
are two different methods for the Government to procure reimburse- 
ment. 

Mr. Hamilton. When you say here on line 10, " no reimburse- 
ment from the person receiving allowance shall be required," you 
cover it. 

Mr. Treadway. You do, except for this feature, that reimburse- 
ment has reference to a cash payment. The bureau asks for reim- 
bursement to the extent in this instance of $52.67. In other words, 
if you are the parent of the soldier from whom allotment has been 
made you could send the department $52.67. Failing to do that, the 
bureau desires to charge against your future payments $52.67 through 
allotments and allowances. 

Mr. Hamilton. I understand that. But if you say no reimburse- 
ment from the person receiving the allowance shall be required, that 
reaches into the future. 

Mr. Treadway. Yes. 

Mr. Hamilton. And it says to a person to whom an allotment and 
allowance shall be made, " no reimbursement shall be required," that 
ends it. There is nothing further to do, that ends it. ^ 

Mr. Treadway. I think so, too. I only phrased this as I did to 
cover both features of the bureau methods, either in cash or any 
charge against the future accounts. 

Mr. Parker of New Jersey. I understand your scheme defeats the 
reimbursement by the soldier withdrawing his allotment, it is pos- 
sible to do that. I was wondering if it would not be sufficient to 
leave the last part of your bill, that it should not be charged against 
the allotment, and leave the question of whether they were able to 
pay it outside of the soldier's allotment. I think the wrong is charg- 
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WAB RISK INSUEANOE — ALLOWANCE REFUND. 9 

ing it against the future allotment of a man who doesn't intend it 
should be so charged. 

Mr. Treadway. There is objection to any form of effort to make 
the collection except it is practically voluntary on the part of the 
parent. 

Mr. Parker of New Jersey. I see that, but if it is left to an outside 
question there won't be any harm, while it is just that they should 
repay it if they take it wrongfully, it is not just that that should be 
charged against the soldier's pay because he had nothing to do with 
paying it wrongfully. But I think that part that no charge against 
future allotments of the soldier would be sufficient. 

Mr. Treadway. I don't think so for this reason, that people livine 
away from the seat of government stand in awe of any governmentsd 
notification. My district is a country section, and people living there 
away from the center of things stand in awe of any official notifica- 
tion coming from governmental sources, and when parents get a 
notification that they have been overpaid $52.67 they have a feeling 
that there is some criminal possibility coming to them. I might say 
in addition, in connection with this matter of payment, that I asked 
Secretary Love about this idea ; and while he didn't actually see the 
bill, he did approve of the suggestion, only offering the further sug- 
gestion that there should be provision inserted that none of these 
claims were the result of direct fraud. Of course, if fraud has 
•existed in the claim, it ought not to be covered nor protected if the 
committee approve of the 

Mr. Dewalt. Is it your ide^ that where an award has been made 
illegally, in violation of the law, that the beneficiaries should be per- 
mitted to keep it? Let me illustrate what I mean. Assume a case 
where the allowance has been made to the dependents upon the basis 
of four children, and it transpires later on that there are only two 
children. 

Mr. Treadway. That would be fraud. 

Mr. Dewalt. It might not be the result of fraud. 

Mr. Treadway. That is false representation. If the soldier has 
made an honest statement which the Government investigators found 
not to have been in accordance with their understanding of the law, 
then they should protect the family, but such a statement that he was 
a married man with four children and proved there were only two, 
that is deception. 

Mr. Dewalt. Is it your understanding that the soldier's applica- 
tion — I am not familiar with the practical workings of the law — that 
a soldier in his application is required to set forth a certain number 
of children? 

Mr. Treadway. Yes, sir; there is so much per month for each 
child. 

Mr. Barkley. What would you say about this kind of case: The 
soldier was not married, but set forth his dependents, and the Gov- 
ernment made the allowance for allotment and allowance, and after- 
wards it developed that they were not only not dependent on him, 
but had ample means at home. Would you say that the same thing 
should apply to them? 

Mr. Treadway. We were discussing that a minute ago with Mr. 
Eayburn; that leads into a line that is not covered exactly by the 
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bill that is before us. There is a different interpretation of what 
dependency is. 

Mr. Barkley. But the information that comes about by that in- 
vestigation, they find that that award was made to cover a case that 
doesn't exist. 

Mr. Treadway. Mr. Kaybum covered that very fully in the pre- 
vious reference to it, but it would seem to me that the question of 
dependents may arise just as he described. He described a case of 
a father and two sons being in business 

Mr. Eayburn. This is just the proposition I think in a word. We 
charged the bureau when this law was written with making investi- 
gating of the cases — if they began paying money without a sufficient 
investigation that they are charged with making it certainly couldn^ 
have been the soldier's fault or the fault of those who were the 
beneficiaries of that allotment and Government allowance. 

Mr. Treadway. There are so many cases in which these allowances 
were made where it is so near on the border line of dependence that 
if these people have been paid $50 or $75 over it will be very hard on 
them to raise that money. The feature which I insist on is that 
the charge — as the result of future investigations — should not be re- 
troactive. Let the new payments start when the beneficiaries are 
notified of the change. 

Mr. Barkley. In all of these cases where they acted upon the 
statement of the soldier himself which was manifestly improper, and 
they went out again in each case and found out whether or not they 
were true, he may have been honest, perfectly, in saying they were 
dependent on him because he contributed to them from time to time, 
when in legal effect they w^re not actually dependent upon him. 

Mr. Treadway. I think we are agreed, Mr. Chairman, that we 
can not interpret this law in the way in which they interpret it, and 
it was not the intention of Congress that it should be interpreted 
strictly on the legal basis, as between man and man, for the men in 
the service. 

Mr. Dillon. You would have no objection to a proviso here mak- 
ing it dependent upon the proposition of dependency having been 
shown ? 

Mr. Treadway. That could be included. 

Mr. Dillon. The question propounded by the chairman as to when 
a statement was not full, whether; the burden would be on the bureau 
to make further inquiry and ask for further details, ought not to be 
covered, ought it? 

Mr. Treadway. If the bureau was satisfied at the time of malring 
the award that there was no deception, that finding should stand. 

Mr. Dillon. But then the burden would be upon the bureau to 
ask for further details. 

Mr. Treadway. It certainly is. 

Mr. Dillon. That is a general rule among all insurance companies. 
If a statement is made that is incomplete then the insurance company 
must make a further inquiry and ask for details, and if they do not 
do it, they waive it. 

Mr. Hamilton. Suppose a mother had three sons in the service, 
and one of the boys declares that his mother is dependent on him, 
whereas she is not dependent on him, save for one-third of the 
amount, but he lias reported dependence. In certain contingencies. 
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she might be wholly dependent upon him. How would you handle 
that kind of a situation ? 

Mp. Treadway. I do not think that dependency means absolute 
dependency. If there were three sons, and two of them were married 
and had their own families to support and this boy had gone into 
the service, even if the married sons were giving part of their sup- 
port, the mother would be entitled to whatever recompense from the 
Government this one man was deserving of. 

Mr. Hamilton. Suppose they had proceeded upon the theory that 
the mother was wholly dependent upon this one son, whereas, as a 
matter of fact, she is dependent only in part. It seems to me there 
would be a reason why they should take such action, because she 
might be very easily dependent on him wholly. 

Mr. Treadway. The law provides for different degrees of depend- 
ency, and for different awards or allowances, and that is for the bu- 
reau to pass on. 

Mr. Hamilton, Suppose they had acted upon the assumption that 
the mother was wholly dependent upon this one son, and had alloted 
accordingly, and they should discover afterwards that there were 
three sons, and the mother was not wholly dependent upon this one. 
It seems .to me even in that case there should be no change. 

Mr. Treadway. No ; in accordance with this. 

Mr. Hamilton. As a matter of equity I should say not. 

Mr. Sweet. Suppose you amend it by saying that no reimburse- 
ments shall be required for allotments and allowances already paid, 
striking out what follows the word " paid." 

Mr. Treadway, No reimbursement shall be required for allotments 
and allowances already paid ? 

Mr. Sweet. Yes. That would not require the person to whom an 
allowance is paid to repay it, nor anyone else. 

Mr. Treadway. That is entirely acceptable, so far as I am con- 
cerned. I am disposed to think it might be advisable to continue 
what is on top of page 2, in view of the two methods employed by the 
bureau to secure repayment, that is to ask for a cash repayment or 
a charge against future allotments or allowances. I think the clause 
you speak of, Mr. Hamilton, cover it, and at the same time that 
second sentence covers the two different methods, one to ask cash, 
and the other to charge it against future allotments and allowances. 

Mr. Hamilton. I was only going to call your attention to the lan- 
guage at the top of page 2. If no reimbursement is to be required, 
there is nothing further to be done, and these three lines at the top 
of page 2 simply provide for means of collection, and there would not 
be any collection, if nothing was required. 

Mr. Treadway. I think that is entirely correct. 

Mr. Barkley. Would your bill cover this situation? Sometime 
ago I received a letter from a beneficiary complaining that she had 
not received any money since the soldier had been in the Army. I 
took it up with the bureau, and they were uable to find that he had 
ever made any allotment. I notified her and she notified the soldier. 
He made a new allotment. In the meantime the bureau discovered 
his original allotment and sent her a check for $270, covering the 
period from his enlistment to July, which was correct and she cashed 
it. When the new allotment came in they made a remittance on that, 
and sent her a check for $290, covering the period from his enlistment 
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to July and several months additional, which was also correct. She 
was honest enough to send the money back. 

Mr. Treadway. I have had an instance of that kind. 

Mr. Barkley. Suppose she had throujjh ignorance cashed the $290 
check, would your bill cover that situation ? 

Mr. Treadway. It ought not to. That is a duplication of payment. 
That ought to be provided against, but if my bill should cover it I 
would not want to enforce it. 

I have had cases where the War Risk Bureau has paid and the 
Quartermaster's Department has paid, and in their readjustment of 
accounts a reimbursement under those conditions could be made. 

Mr. WiNSLow. Have you found any considerable number of these 
people who had any definite idea how much they are entitled to? 
We have to practically 'keep an audit in our office to figure them out 
and keep track of them. 

Mr. Treadway. No; they do not know what they are entitled to. 

Mr. Rayburn. We could not afford to pass a law covering clerical 
errors made in the bureau. 

Mr. Sweet. I call your attention to the wording of the bill that 
applies simply to investigation or reinvestigation, and the method 
of the award. So that difficulty does not arise. 

Mr. Treadway. This phrase would not apply to duplication of 
payment. I think that is correct. 

I started to read one typical illustration, and if I may I would like 
to read from this letter for the record. 

a few days ago I received a letter from the War Department about my aUow- 
ance. They say I was overpaid and want me to send back the money. I can 
not do that unless I go to work, and I am not able to do that. The boy is 
wounded and has been in a hospital for four months. I gave them my boy and 
now that everything is over, they want that money* I am writing to see what 
can be done. 

There is a mother's own expression, and it is a typical illustration 
of the matter which I desire to correct in this bill. This concludes my 
statement, Mr. Chairman, and I thank the committee for its courteous 
attention. 

STATEMENT OF HON. LOUIS C. CKAMTON, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CON&RESS FROM THE STATE OF MICHIGAN. 

Mr. Cramton. Mr. Chairman, I do not care to talk much about 
the details of the bill, but the general situation which has brought 
about the Saunders bill had come to my attention at once on reach- 
ing Washington. It was called to my attention by my secretary. 
It impressed me as the crowning infamy of the War Risk Bureau 
and their associates, the War and Navy Departments, in the whole 
handling of the allotment or allowance matter. 

Mr. Eayburn. Mr. Chairman, I think that is a pretty strong state- 
ment. It is in the record. Do you mean there have been other 
infamies in the Bureau of War Risk Insurance ? 

Mr. Cramton. I think the whole work of the War Risk Insurance 
Bureau has been an infamy on the part of the Government. 

Mr. Rayburn. I think that statement is wholly unjustifiable. 

The Chairman. We heard Gen. Lord on this bill yesterday, and 
he promised to give it further consideration and send us any sug- 
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gestions he desired to make, and perhaps you might prefer to hear 
what his suggestions are in regard to the details of the bill before 
you make your statement or give your opinion about what the War 
Eisk Bureau has not done. 

Mr. Cramton. I do not care to go into all that. 

Mr. Sweet. I think Mr. Cramton has letters from both branches 
of the Government which he desires to place before the committee. 

Mr. Hamilton, I do not understand that Mr. Cramton suggested 
that Gov. Saunders's bill was a crowning infamy. 

Mr. Cramton. I may* say this, Mr. Chairman, that I have been 
very much dissatisfied with the general handling of the matter of 
allotments and allowances, and this one feature which has given rise 
to the Saunders bill had especially dissatisfied me in this, that just 
at the time when the payment of allotments had been gotten under 
way, a good many thousands of them, as I understand it, were dis- 
continued on the 1st of July. Investigating as to the reason for that, 
I find that at the 1st of July, in those cases of allotments that did 
not carry allowances, they had discontinued paying, and on investi- 
gating I found it was due to the fact that the payment of that class 
of allotments had been transferred from the War Eisk Bureau to 
the War and Navy Departments, and that at the same time all 
applications on file had been canceled, and the soldiers given notice 
to file new applications. Attention is especially called to the state- 
ments received from the War Department and from the War Eisk 
Bureau which seems to me to cast upon Congress the responsibility 
for that change. 

For instance, I have a letter under date of November 29 from the 
War Bisk Bureau, signed by Mr. Nesbit, which states that — 

In coordination with orders from the War and Navy Departments this 
bureau pays only such sums as are required to support Government family 
allowance. In accordance with the amendment to the war-rislj insurance act, 
approved June 25, the payment Mr. Coburn was receiving did not carry Govern- 
ment allowance, and therefore discontinued June 30. 

Possibly, on a very critical analysis of that it does not say that 
the act of June 25 was responsible for the cancellation and. the 
transfer of those particular allotments, but to the casual reader it 
does give the impression that the responsibility for this change is 
upon. Congress. 

I looked through the act of June 25 and I could not find anything 
to justify that claim. 

I have also a letter from the War Department, signed by E. O. 
Hopkins, major, Quartermaster Corps, under date of October 29, 
which states that- 
Owing to an amendment to the war-risk insurance act, dated June 25, 1918, 
and certain changes in the regulations concerning allotments the Bureau of 
War Risk Insurance, Treasury Department, which has to do with the payment 
of allotments and family allowances under the act of October 6, 1917, dis- 
continued on June 30, 1918, the payment of all voluntary allotments which 
did not carry family allowances under the war-risk insurance act. 

All company officers were previously advised to that, and enlisted men de- 
siring to continue such allotments should execute and forward to the Quar- 
termaster Generals office new allotment forms covering allotments which were 
discontinued owing to the changes in the law and regulations. A great many 
of these allotments have been received, but as yet none have been received from 
tJie soldier in question. 
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From the Bureau of War Eisk Insurance I have another letter 
under date of October 17, 1918, which states that — 

In accordance with orders from the War and Navy Departments this bureau 
pays only such sums as are required for paying the Government family allow- 
ance in accordance with the amendment to the war-risk Insurance act, ap- 
proved June 25. The allotment to Mr. Stoner was therefore discontinued on 
June 30, 1918. 

All commanding officers were informed of the change in conditions by tele- 
graph from The Adjutant General on June 26, and all enlisted men have doubt- 
less been given a chance to make allotments through War Department if they 
wished. 

In connection with that you have, perhaps, covered this before, 
but let me suggest that the greatest vice of that scheme was this: 
The applications had been made and approved and they were pay- 
ing the allotments. On the 26th of June, by telegram, they sent 
word out to the commanding officers everywhere, so they stated, to 
the effect that soldiers who desired the allotments continued should 
make new applications on the 1st of July, and if they had not filed 
new applications by that date the allotments were stopped. 

Even in the case of soldiers in camps in this country it was not 
practicable for them to apply by the 1st of July. There were thou- 
sands of cases that were over across the seas, and the applications 
in those cases could not get back home inside of several months, 
and the pressure of business was such that when they did get back it 
would be a month or two months before they were acted upon, which 
would mean in those cases of soldiers who had made allotments for 
the support of fathers, mothers, or sisters, that those persons were 
left without that money for several months, although the Govern- 
ment was taking it out of the soldiers' pay. 

I was interested to see what it was in the act which was responsible 
for that change. 

The Chairman. It was explained by Gen. Lord. The whole mat- 
ter was gone over here yesterday, and Gen. Lord explained why, and 
it was because in the act it was changed from a percentage to a flat 
allotment. 

Mr. Cramton. But I did not find anything in that act, and I doubt 
if Gen. Lord can, that required them to cancel the pending applica- 
tions. 

Mr. Barkley. Gen. Lord did not take the position that the law 
required them to. 

Mr. Cramton. This letter seems to give that impression and to 
put the responsibility on Congress. When I talked with Mr. Nesbit 
personally, Mr. Nesbit stated that the responsibility was upon the 
War Department, and that letters of this kind should not have been 
sent from his office, and he did not think many of them had been. 

I talked with Gen. Lord's office, and in his absence I talked with 
some officer below him, who stated that the responsibility was upon 
the War-Risk Bureau. However that may be, wherever the responsi- 
bility is, it seems to me that none of these departments, either the 
War-Risk Bureau or the War Department or the Navy Department, 
ought to send letters out that would bear the construction of putting 
the responsibility of the cancellation of those applications upon 
Congress. 

As to the particular bill, I do not care to go into details further 
than to suggest this, that in view of the fact that I, by telephoning, 
was not able to get accurate information as to where these applica- 
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tions were that had been canceled, I would suggest that in the Saun- 
ders bill, on page 2, lines 5 and 6, where it says that the authority 
for allotment is "on file in the Bureau of War Risk Insurance," 
I would suggest that ought to be made to authorize the continuance, 
whether the application is on file in the Bureau of War Risk Insur- 
ance or has been transferred to the War or Navy Departments. I 
would suggest further that the bill should be broadened to include 
the Navy Department. 

Mr. Rayburn. There is no use in including the Navy Department 
because these allotments which did not include family allowances 
were not transferred from the Navy Department to the War Risk 
Bureau. 

Mr. Cramton. I have the case of Lawrence Coburn in which that 
has been done, and the payment of the allotments, which were under 
way, were canceled on the 1st of July. 

Mr. Rayburn. That might have been an application for an allow- 
ance and the allowance was not credited, but in a case where there 
was a straight allowance those have been transferred from the Navy 
Department to the Bureau of War Risk Insurance. 

Mr. Cramton. This is a case where, in the first place, the soldier 
asked for payment through error on the part of the soldier of an 
allowance to his father, and it went to his father, who was quite well- 
to-do and intelligent, and he sent the check back and they had finally 
got the matter straightened out so that by the 1st of July it was 
coming along as a straight allotment, and then it was sent back to 
the Navy, and since the 1st of July nothing has been paid. 

There may not be so many of those cases, but I think it would be 
well to make sure that those which do exist should be corrected. 

Mr. Barkley. The testimony yesterday was that they have not 
actually been sent back. In other words, the records of the War Risk 
Bureau have not been sent to the War Department or the Navy De- 
partment. They refused to send them because they contended they 
must keep them as a part of their records. The papers and cards 
were not actually transferred. 

Mr. Cramton. When I was talking with Mr. Nesbit and Col. Clif- 
ford, of Gen. Lord's oflSce, they gave me such diametrically opposing 
statements, due to erroneous information, I assume, it seems to me it 
would be safest to have a law covering the matter of applications, no 
matter whether it is filed in the War Department or the Bureau of 
War-Risk Insurance. 

The Chairman. I think every member is anxious to have passed 
the Saunders bill to prevent further delay. We can not undo what 
was done months ago, and it looks like a waste of time to only furnish 
reasons why those things should not continue. Gen. Lord says he 
has no objections to the bill. We want to get the bill passed as soon 
as possible, and it can not be applied to things that have been done 
already. 

Mr. Saunders. With respect to the suggested amendment of Mr. 
Cramton, I considered the question and I came to the conclusion^ 
that it was not necessary to do that, and Gen. Lord confirmed that; 
and Gen. Lord stated that one of the reasons they could not operate 
was because they could not get the papers. 

[Thereupon the committee proceeded to the consideration of ex- 
ecutive business.] 
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